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APPELLANTS' REPLY BRIEF 

In response to the grouping of the claims, the Examiner is correct 
in that Group 1 containing claims 47-50, 52-53 and 55-72 stand or fall together. 
Additionally claim 62 stands or falls together as part of Group II and claim 64 
stands or falls as a part of Group III. Applicants incorrectly referred to claims 51 
and 54 when correct reference should have been to claims 62 and 64 respectively. 
Applicants apologize for this error. 

Applicants would first like to reiterate that the present invention is 
directed to an "interactive device" that is designed to provide "self-generating 
interaction" with one or more users. That is, a device that acts in and of itself 
based on its own programming, and provide interaction with the user without any 
input or other type of triggering mechanism that may be provided by the user. 
Thus, a device made in accordance with the present invention, such as toys, will 
interact with the user in accordance with the programming of that particular toy or 
device. 

The Examiner states that Figure la of Gershman et al. discloses 
where the user with a device communicates with a plurality of devices. The PDA 
of Gershman is simply a display device that displays and provides information. It 



is not a device designed to be an interactive device designed to interact with the 
user to which the present invention is directed. 

As previously set forth in Applicants' Appeal Brief, the 
independent claims specifically require that the claimed device of claim 1 has 
" means for independently obtaining the identity of said one or more users ". Thus, 
it's the device itself that determines who the user is at any particular time. This 
can be accomplished, for example, by voice recognition or by some other means. 
This is not the same as providing input by a user as to who is using the device. 
The present invention specifically requires that the device has means for 
independently obtaining this information. Therefore, Applicants respectfully 
submit on this one basis alone, the Gershman reference could not anticipate the 
present invention as it clearly lacks in teaching this claimed element, nor is there 
anything in Gershman to teach or suggest providing of such. 

The Examiner, in response to Applicants' arguments presented in 
the Appeal Brief, argues that Gershman provides some type of self-generating 
interaction. In support of this the Examiner cites column 61 where it discloses a 
situation in which the PDA may automatically send to selected services 
information based on a biosensor. However, this is not the same thing as an 
interactive device. In this situation the device of Gershman is actually no more 
than an alarm system, not an "interactive device" to which the present invention is 
directed. The interactive device of the present invention is designed for 
interaction with the user. In the passage cited by the Examiner, the device is 
simply monitoring a physical characteristic of the user and relays this information 
on to a third party. This is nothing more than a monitoring device that is common 
in hospitals. Applicants respectfully submit that this is not the same as to which 
the present invention is directed. Accordingly, Gershman does not teach or 
suggest anything which would render Applicants' invention obvious. 

With regard to dependent claim 62 in Group II, as previously 
noted, Applicants inadvertently referred to claim 51 where there is introduced a 
second interactive device which interacts with the first interactive device and 
therefore this claim is patentably distinct for the reasons discussed in Applicants' 
Brief. There is nothing in Gershman that teaches or suggests the providing of two 
interactive devices that are capable of interacting with the users. 

With regard to claim 64 of Group III, again Applicants 
inadvertently referred to claim 54 which includes the limitation of having means 
for obtaining identity of said one or more users is recognition of a physical 
characteristic. There is nothing to teach or suggest in Gershman that the 
biosensor could identify the individual based on the biosensor. This is not taught 
or suggested by the prior art. 



In view of the foregoing and Applicants' Appeal Brief, Applicants 
respectfully submit that the claims in their present form are in condition for 
allowance and such action is respectfully submitted. 
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